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Executive Summary
The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA), in consultation with the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), has completed the second Five-Year Review (FYR) at
the Jennison-Wright Corporation (JW) Superfund site Jocated in Granite City, Madison County,
Mlinois. The purpose ofithis FYR is to review site information to determine if the remedy is and
will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. Completion of the second
FYR at the JW site was triggered by the completion of the first FYR report on June 15, 2009.

The 20-acre, triangular-shaped JW site contains an abandoned wood-treating facility and is
located on 22" Street in Granite City, Illinois, about six miles northeast of St. Louis, Missouri,
and about two miles east of the Mississippi River. A mixed residential-industrial neighborhood

surrounds the site. .

Site operations began prior to 1921 and continued until 1989. Over time, the wood-treating
facility used creosote, pentachlorophenol (PCP), and zinc naphthanate to process railroad ties
and other products. Dioxin is associated with waste PCP material at the site. The Jennison-
‘Wright Corporation also manufactured “Jennite,” an asphalt sealant, at the site.

The JW site is bisected by 22" Street and the former storage areas for untreated and treated
wood products were located north of 22" Street with the former facility process areas located
south of the stréet. The southern portion contains a lagoon area, an asphalt waste (Jennite) pit,
and an area with buried PCP and dioxin waste. The southern area also had several stockpiles of
contaminated soil plus a buried railcar that had been used to contain waste creosote and PCP.

: n
Illinois EPA began investigating the JW site in 1988 and conducted three removal actions at the
site over the next 15 years. EPA placed the site on the National Priorities List on June 17, 1996.°
Illinois EPA, in consultation with EPA, issued a Record of Decision (ROD) in September 1999
and an Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) in October 2005 to clean up the site by
excavating contaminated soil; removing listed hazardous wastes, debris, and miscellaneous
items; removing and treating non-aqueous phase liquid (NAPL) waste; treating contaminated
groundwater; and implementing monitored natural attenuation (MNA) of groundwater.

[llinois EPA issued a second ESD in June 2009 to further modify the site remedy to place
institutional controls (ICs) on the site; excavate contaminated soil from under 22" Street; change
- from aerobic biodegradation to anaerobic biodegradation as a method to treat groundwater; and
excavate NAPL from beneath the Jennite Pit. Illinois EPA completed construction of the remedy
in September 2009 and the project is now in long-term remedial action (LTRA) status.

Upon review, EPA, in consultation with Illinois EPA, finds that the JW site remedy is protective
of human health and the environment in the short term because there are no complete exposure
pathways at the site and all remedial components are in place and operating. However, in order
for the remedy to be protective of human health and the environment over the long term, an
undersized NAPL treatment component must be replaced; the storm water retention area should
be regraded to make the side slopes less steep; ICs must be fully implemented to prevent the use
of groundwater until the groundwater cleanup levels are met, prevent the disturbance of soil
contaminants contained in place, maintain the integrity of the remedial and monitoring systems,
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and prohibit the fufure residential use of the property; and a risk analysis should be conducted to
.determine the impact of EPA’s 2012 change in the non-cancer toxicity factor for dioxin.

N _ .
Because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain in place at the JW site above

levels that allow for unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE), EPA plans to conduct the
third FYR at the site within five years of the completion of this FYR report.
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Five-Year Review Summary Form

Site Name: Jennison-Wright Corporation

a1

EPA ID: 1LD006282479

State: IL

Region: 5

NPL Status: Final

Multiple OUs? | Has the site achieved construction completion?
No - Yes

W

Lead agency: Illinois EPA

Author name (Federal or State Pi'oject Manager): Erin Rednour

Author affiliation: Illinois EPA

Review period: 8/1/2013 - 6/13/2014

Date of site inspection: 11/15/2013

Type of review: Statutory .

Review number: 2

Triggering action date: 6/15/2009

‘Due date: 6/13/2014

R G S S B
1 a0 BEITE Vv e N e ot
dationsIdentified in:the Five Vear
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OU(s): Issue Category: Institutional Controls
8%1 and Site Issue: ICs need to be placed on the site to prevent the use of groundwater
1ee until the groundwater cleanup levels are met, prevent the disturbance of soil

contaminants contained in place, maintain the integrity of the remedial-and
monitoring systems, and prohibit the future residential use of the property.
Recommendation: Develop an environmental covenant under UECA.

Affect Current | Affect Future Party Oversight Milestone Date

Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible Party

No Yes Illinois EPA EPA 6/15/2015

OU(s): Issue Category: Reﬁledy Performance

OUI and Site ' .

wide Issue: The oil-water separator (OWS) for the NAPL/water treatment system

is undersized.

Recommendation: Illinois EPA should replace the OWS with a properly-

OU1 and Site
wide

sized unit. .
Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Milestone Date
 Protectiveness | Protectiveness Responsible - Party
No Yes Illinois EPA EPA . 6/15/2015
OU(s): Issue Category: Site Safety

Issue: The storm water retention area may be a safety hazard because the
side slopes are too steep.

Recommendation: Illinois EPA should regrade the storm water retention
area to decrease the steépness of the side slopes.

QU1 and Site
wide

Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible Party

No Yes Illinois EPA EPA ‘| 6/15/2015
OU(s): Issue Category: Remedy Performance

Issue: EPA changed the non-cancer toxicity factor for dioxin in 2012.

Recommendation: Illinois EPA should conduct a risk analyéis to determine
the impact of EPA’s 2012 change in the non-cancer toxicity factor for
dioxin.

Affect Current Affect Future Party Oversight Milestone Date
Protectiveness Protectiveness Responsible Party
No Yes Illinois EPA EPA 6/15/2015




Short-term Protective

Protectiveness Statement. _ .

The JW site remedy is protective of human health and the environment in the short term
because there are no complete exposure pathways at the site'and all remedial components are
in place and operating. However, in order for the remedy to be protective of human health and
the environment over the long term, an undersized NAPL treatment component must be
replaced; the storm water retention area should be regraded to make the side slopes less steep;
ICs must be fully implemented to prevent the use of groundwater until the groundwater
cleanup levels are met, prevent the disturbance of soil contaminants contained in place,
maintain the integrity of the remedial and monitoring systems, and prohibit the future
residential use of the property; and a risk analysis should be conducted to determine the
impact of EPA’s 2012 change in the non-cancer toxicity factor for dioxin.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The purpose of a Five-Year Review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of
a remedy in order to determine if the remedy 1s or will continue to be protective of human health
and the environment. The methods, findings, and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR
reports. In addition, FYR reports identify protectiveness issues found during the review, if any,
and document recommendations for actions to be taken to address them.

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) conducts FYRs pursuant to Sectioni 121 of the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) and the
National Contingency Plan (NCP). CERCLA 121 states:

“If the President selects a remedial action that results in any hazardous substances,
pollutants, or contaminants remaining at the site, the President shall review such
remedial action no less often than each five years afier the initiation of such remedial
action to assure that human health and the environment are being protected by the
remedial action being implemented. In addition, if upon such review it is the judgment of
the President that action is appropriate at such site in accordance with section [104] or
[106], the President shall take or require such action. The President shall report to the
Congress a list of facilities for which such review is required, the results of all such
reviews, and any actions taken as a result of such reviews.” '

EPA interpreted this requirement further in the NCP; 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR)
Section 300.430(f)(4)(i1), which states:

“If a remedial action is selected that results in hazardous substances, pollutants, or
contaminants remaining at the site above levels that allow for unlimited use and
unrestricted exposure, the lead agency shall review such actions no less ofien than every
f ve years after the initiation of the selected remedial action.”

The Illinois Environmental Protection Agency (Illinois EPA) as lead agency, in consultation with
support agency (U.S.) EPA Region 5, has conducted the second FYR of the remedial actions at
the Jennison-Wright Corporation (JW) Superfund site in Granite City, Madison County, Illinois.
Illinois EPA and EPA reviewed operating data from the site and conducted this statutory FYR
from August 2013 through June 2014. This FYR report documents the results of the review.

" The triggering action for this review is the completion date of.the previous FYR report, June 15,
2009. The FYR is required because hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remain at
the site above levels that allow for UU/UE. The site consists of one operable umt (OU), which is
addressed in this FYR.!

[llinois EPA and EPA will place e the completed FYR report in the JW site files and at the local
site information repository at the Granite City Public Library, 2001 Delmar Avenue, Granite
City, lllinois 62040.

. | ) 2
! llinois EPA initially defined the JW site as having five OUs in the 1999 ROD. EPA redefined the site in the first
'FYR report as having all remedial actions taking place under just one OU.
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PROGRESS SINCE THE LAST REVIEW
Protectivenéss_ Determination and Status of Recommendations from the 2009 FYR

EPA signed the first FYR report for the JW site in June 2009 and determined that the remedy
was expected to be protective of human health and the environment upon completion of remedy
construction, the attainment of groundwater cleanup objectives, and the implementation of
institutional controls (ICs). In the interim, EPA noted that there were no complete exposure
pathways present and therefore no unacceptable risks at the site.

EPA recommended in the 2009 FYR report that ICs be implemented, monitored, and enforced.
In addition, EPA recommended that the groundwater cleanup objective for arsenic be revised to
reflect the recent change in the maximum contaminant level (MCL) for arsenic under the Safe
Drmkmg Water Act. :

Table 1, below, presents a summary of issues and the actions taken to address them since the
June 2009 FYR. ' '

'Table 1: Status of R;:commendations from the 2009 FYR

. . Original Current | Completion
Recommendations/ Party Oversight ) -
Arsenic - Evaluate whether | Illinois EPA | EPA 6/1/2010 | Complete: | lllinois-
MCL was the groundwater no longer | EPA
changed cleanup objective ‘ an issue at | reported
(lowered). for arsenic should g the site. issue
be revised. resolution
on
5/23/2014
ICs must be | Implementan Itlinois EPA | EPA 6 months Pending Planned
implemented, | environmental ' ' after ' for
monitored, covenant under construction 6/15/2015
maintained, | the UECA* - completion
and enforced. 3/30/2010
Pass a city Illinois EPA 1 year after | Complete | 4/30/2010
drinking water ‘| EPA/Granite | construction ‘
ordinance. City, Illinois completion '
9/30/2010

*Illmms Uniform Environmental Covenants Act, 765 ILCS Ch. 122 (UECA), effective January 1, 2009.

Recommendation 1

Arsenic was identified as a chemical of concern (COC) in groundwater when the 1999 ROD was
signed. The groundwater cleanup objective for arsenic was set at its MCL at that time, which was
50 micrograms per liter (ug/L) (“parts per billion™). In January 2006, EPA lowered the arsenic
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MCL to 10 p.,c';/L> which then pfbmpted Nlinois EPA to plan to evaluate whether the 50 pg/L
groundwater cleanup objective for arsenic should be lowered to 10 pg/L as well. :

From 2013-2014, Illinois EPA reviewed the Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis (EE/CA)
report it had completed for the JW sité and in May 2014 it determined that the arsenic MCL issue
was no longer relevant. Illinois EPA found that only one soil sample in the EE/CA slightly

_ exceeded the calculated background level of 11.57 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg) (“parts per
million”). However, the arsenic concentration in that soil sample was still within the range of
‘naturally-occurring or “background” arsenic concentrations for soil in the area; also, the
calculated upper confidence level of all the samples collected at the JW site, 7.7 mg/kg, was
below the calculated background concentration. 1llinois EPA also reviewed the JW site-use
history and determined that arsenic was not used in any of the manufacturing or wood treatment
operations at the site. Therefore, soil arsenic levels detected at the site are believed to represent
background levels and not site-related contamination. '

Although arsenic was listed on the potential COC list for groundwater in the EE/CA report, it
.was never a COC in the soil. Since arsenic was not used at the site and it is not present above soil
background levels, Illinois EPA concluded that arsenic would not impact groundwater at the site.
Thus, arsenic is no longer a COC in groundwater and the change in arsenic MCL is not relevant
" to the site cleanup effort.

Recommendations 2 and 3

The 2009 FYR identified specific areas on the JW site that do not allow for UU/UE and thus |
require land- and groundwater-use limitations be placed in order to be protective of human health
and the environment. Although the ICs are not yet fully in place, the site is currently fenced and
the site security personnel assure that site access is restricted. '

Illinois EPA issued a second ESD in June 2009 and identified desired land- and groundwater-use
limitations to implement at the site. The ESD called for an 1C Plan be implemented once the
construction of the remedial action was completed (in September 2009). Earlier, the Illinois
legislature had passed the Illinois Uniform Environmental Covenants Act, 765 ILCS Ch. 122
(UECA), which became effectiveé on January 1, 2009. The IC Plan requires implementation of
ICs including UECA environmental covenants over non-UU/UE site areas.

In February 2010, Illinois EPA submitted an IC Implerhéntation Plan (ICIP) to EPA for review
and concurrence. In order to protect public health and maintain site quality, the following
objectives were considered during the selection of ICs for the site and development of the ICIP:

Prevent use of groundwater until groundwater cleanup levels are met,

Prevent disturbance of residual subsurface soil contaminants,

Maintain the integrity of the current or future remedial and monitoring systems, and
Prohibit the development and use of the property for residential purposes.

Illinois EPA considered four categories of IC mechanisms - governmental controls,'proprietary
controls, enforcement and permitting controls, and informational controls - for the site. After a
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thorough screening of IC types and combinations, Illinois EPA proposed the following ICs for
the JW site:

e [Establish groundwater management zones (GMZs) to prohibit groundwater use unless
treatment is performed rendering it safe for its intended use;

o Implement Environmental Land Use Controls (ELUCs) to limit activity in areas of high
residual soil contaminant levels. These ICs would be instituted through the use of a
proprietary environmental covenant under the UECA, which will control site activities
and future uses of the property;

o Continue to restrict future residential use or development of the site in accordance with

_Granite City’s zoning ordinance;
o Continue to operate and maintain all engineering controls implemented at the site; and
e Continue to monitor groundwater quality at the site.

Illinois EPA approved a Granite City Ordinance #7529 for use as an IC in April 2010 and plans
to complete the environmental covenant under the UECA by June 2015 (also see ICs section,
below).

Operation and Maintenance (O&M)

Y
Ilinois EPA began implementing the remedial actions at the JW site in September 2004 and
achieved construction completion in September 2009. The site is now in LTRA status.
Groundwater remediation is currently underway and Illinois EPA is using various remedial
approaches that include the operation of a hot water injection system to recover NAPL and the
injection of Hydrogen Releasing Compound (HRC®) into site groundwater to treat a
pentachlorophenol (PCP) contaminant plume.

In 2009, Hlinois EPA prepared an O&M Plan and an O&M Manual for the JW site. The O&M
Plan details the administrative requirements for inspecting, operating, and maintaining the
LTRA, including ICs. The O&M Manual covers operational requirements for the NAPL
recovery and groundwater treatment systems plus requirements for long-term groundwater
monitoring, influent and effluent sampling, and systems performance tracking. Sampling is
conducted at the site under an EPA-approved Quality Assurance Project Plan (2010).

Operation and maintenance costs on a per month basis are variable, but typically run
approximately $50,000/month. The site is currently being operated and maintained by REACT
Environmental, an Illinois EPA contractor who was awarded the bid for O&M through the State
of Illinois procurement process.

REACT Environmental is conducting tasks that include O&M of the groundwater treatment
system such as periodic removal of Organoclay and change-out of granular activated carbon
(GAC) tanks, quarterly sampling of groundwater monitoring wells, preparation of quarterly
reports, and submission of O&M and groundwater monitoring data to Illinois EPA.



Institutional Controls

ICs are required at the JW site to ensure the long-term protectiveness of the remedy. ICs are non-
engineered instruments, such as administrative and/or legal controls, that help minimize the
potential for human exposure to contamination and protect the integrity of the remedy.
Compliance with ICs is required to assure protectiveness for any areas which do not allow for
UU/UE. Compliance with effective ICs will be ensured by implementing, maintaining,
monitoring and enforcing effective ICs as well as maintaining the site remedy components.
Table 2 identifies site areas that do not support UU/UE and require land- and groundwater-use
. limitations in order to be protective of human health and the environment.

Table 2: Summary of Planned and/or Implemented 1Cs

Media, engineered | ICs ICs Called Impacted | IC Title of IC
-controls, and Needed for in the Parcel(s) Objective Instrument
areas that do not Decision - Implemented
support UU/UE Documents and Date (or
based on current planned)
conditions
Entire Jennison- Yes Yes North Limit future site use to Environmental
Wright site and south | commercial/industrial. .Covenant under
parcels UECA
. . _ (Planned)
Area to the east of | Yes Yes South Prohibit excavation of Environmental
the eastern parcel | soil and prohibit Covenant under
border of the JW groundwater use. UECA
property (Planned)
extending from '
22" Street to the Granite City
southern Drinking Water
boundary. Ordinance
#7529
The former drip Yes. Yes North Prohibit excavation of Environmental
track area in the parcel soil in the area. Covenant under
vicinity of 22 UECA
Street along the (Planned)
eastern boundary
of the JW
property.
Area H (the Yes Yes North Prohibit excavation of Environmental
northeast corner parcel soil in Area H. Covenant under
of the site). UECA
_ (Planned)
Groundwater: Yes Yes North Prohibit well drilling, Granite City
On-site and off and south | use of Drinking Water
property (the parcels groundwater as drinking | Ordinance

™~




alley on the _ water, and exposure to #7529

western groundwater with

border and the contaminant levels above

area east of the ' clean-up objectives.

eastern

border).

Alley adjacentto | Yes Yes South Prohibit groundwater use | Environmental

the western - parcel | and land use (prohibit Covenant under

boundary of . excavation and UECA

southern portion. disturbance of cover). (Planned)
Granite City
Drinking Water
Ordinance
#7529

Status of ICs and Follow-up Actions Required

Granite City passed Ordinance #7529, signed July 18, 2001, that prohibits the use of
groundwater as a potable water supply by the installation or use of potable water supply wells or
by any other method within the corporate city limits. Illinois EPA completed a review of the -
ordinance and approved of its use as an IC as of April 2010. As noted on the lllinois EPA
website: :

“Ordinance approved. No MOU required. The Agency's survey of approved groundwater
ordinances confirms that this ordinance remains valid for use as an environmental
institutional control pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 742 as of April 2010.”

(See: http://epadata.epa.state.il.us/land/gwordinance/municipality.asp)

Therefore, an IC to prevent the ingestion of groundwater has been instituted at the local level.

However, the remainder of the ICs need to be codified within an environmental covenant under
the UECA. '

Illinois EPA, in consultation with EPA, developed an IC Plan that includes preventing the use of
groundwater until the groundwater cleanup levels are met, preventing disturbance of soil
contaminants remaining in place, maintaining the integrity of the remedial and monitoring
systems, and prohibiting the future residential use of the property.

A map depicting the areas that required institutional controls is in Attachment 1 (Figure 3).

Current Compliance

Even though the ICs have not been fully implemented, there are currently no known uses of the
JW site which would be considered inconsistent with the goals to be achieved by the ICs. Access
to the site is restricted by a fence. Based on inspections and interviews, Illinois EPA is not aware
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of uses of the site or media uses that are inconsistent with the stated objectives that will be
required in ICs.

Long Term Stewardships of ICs

The IC Plan includes provisions to ensure maintenance and compliance with land- and
groundwater-use restrictions and limitations at the site. Long-term protectiveness requires
compliance with effective ICs. Long-term stewardship procedurées will be developed to ensure
that the remedy continues to function as intended with regard to ICs. The plan includes regular
evaluation of ICs at the site and annual certification to EPA that ICs are in place and effective.

HI.”~ FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS
Administrative Components

llinois EPA conducted the second FYR at the JW site with assistance from EPA. The review,
which began on November 15, 2013, consisted of the following components:

e Community involvement;

e Document review;

o Data review;

e Site inspection; and

e FYR report development and review.

Community Notification and Involvement

Illinois EPA published a notice announcing the start of the second FYR in the Granite City
Journal on Wednesday, May 7, 2014. The public was invited to submit any comments or
concerns to either Illinois EPA or EPA. The notice also informed the citizens that the results of
the review and the report will be made available at the site information repository located at the
Granite City Public Library, 2001 Delmar Avenue, Granite City, Illinois 62040.

No requests for information were received.
At the same time the public notice was issued, Illinois EPA called the City to ask if there were

. any known issues with the site. The Director of Economic Development stated he knew of no
partlcular issues with the site.

Document Review

The following documents were reviewed during this FYR:

September 1999 EE/CA
September 1999 ROD

July 2003 Remedial Design
October 2005 ESD



o June'2009 ESD

o Quarterly Groundwater Momtormg and NAPL Separatlon/Hot Water Injection System
Status Reports

o. July 2013 Interim Remedial Action (RA) Completion Report

Data Revnew

Illinois EPA reviewed the quarterly Groundwater Monitoring and NAPL Separation/Hot Water
Injection Treatment System Status Reports submitted by its contractors for the period of October
1, 2010 through March 30, 2012. Data covering the period of September 2009 until September
2010 was also reviewed (July 2013 Interim RA Completion Report).

NAPL removal

NAPL is removed from the site through a system of six hot-water injection wells placed along
the NAPL plume boundary and two groundwater/NAPL extraction wells centered within the
injection well network. The extraction wells pump contaminated groundwater and recovered
NAPL to the treatment system that consists of a phase separation step (an oil-water separator
(OWS)) where the NAPL is separated from the water by specific gravity. Recovered NAPL is
stored in a tank for off-site disposal. Separated groundwater is then treated by clay adsorption
and GAC to remove dissolved metals and organic compounds. Most of the treated water is then
sent to the hot-water generation system to be injected into the NAPL plume and the remainder is
discharged to the Granite City waste water treatment plant under a permit.

Table 3, below, provides information on the mass of contaminants removed by the NAPL
treatment system. -

Table 3: Mass of contaminants removed by the NAPL system

Date Total SVOC Mass Removed Estimated Effectiveness of -
NAPL Separator*
Octobér-December 2010 363 pqunds Not efficient
January-March 2011 360 pounds - Not efficient
: April-Jung 2011 252 pounds Not efficient
July-September 2011 (Not évailable) | (Not efficient)
October-December 2011 307 pounds Not efficient
January-March 2012 .181 lpounds . Not efficient .

*The oil-water separator is undersized, therefore, some NAPL is breaking through and being treated by the
groundwater treatment system.



Iliinois EPA reports that system performance is very good in terms of the hot water injection
being able to mobilize a fair amount of NAPL for recovery. However, the OWS has been found
to be undersized because it can’t fully separate the NAPL from the contaminated groundwater.
Residual NAPL is in the separated groundwater being sent to the water treatment system and 1s
being absorbed onto padding and caught in bag filters attached to the system to temporarily
address this issue. I11m01s EPA is currently designing a larger OWS to replace the undersized
unit.

HRC® injection

Two rounds of HRC® injections were completed in the PCP process area prior to completion of
the June 2009 FYR report. Illinois EPA conducted a third round of HRC® injections in the PCP
process area in late July 2009. The 2009 injection was designed to span the horizontal and
vertical extent of the PCP groundwater contaminant plume to maximize the anaerobic treatment
of PCP. To date, concentrations of PCP and other contaminants of concern still exceed their
cleanup levels and ICs will be needed to minimize potential exposure until the cleanup levels are
met. -

- Groundwater monitoring _

There are four groundwater management zones designated at the site (see Figure 3 in Appendix
B). Monitoring shows that contaminant concentrations remain above cleanup levels at the 22
Street lagoon area (where NAPL is being removed), the PCP Process area, “Area H,” and the
Jennite Pit. Each area has NAPL present and, therefore, groundwater contaminant levels will
remain high until the NAPL is addressed. Illinois EPA reports that contaminant concentrations
are generally decreasing, but are still well above cleanup levels. Figure 4 (Appendix B) shows
PCP concentrations at the site based on December 2009 sampling results. Table 4 shows PCP’
concentrations based on March 2012 sampling results. PCP concentrations are still abovethe
cleanup level (1 pg/L) to date; however, the results are generally lower than those taken from
November 2011.

Table 4. PCP levels in groundwater monitoring wells

Date MW- MW-8S | MW- MW- MW- MW- MW- MW—
' BN _ SM 178 185 20 22 23

Nov 750 720,000 | 12 3,800 1.4 1.4 0.63 210

2011 ‘

Mar 2012 | 800 .| 75,000 | 1.1 1,700 0.22] 0.36J 0.97 270

All sample results are in pg/L.. J— Result is less than Reporting Limit, but greater than or equal to the Method
Detection Limit and the concentration is an approxunate value.

ICs will be used to manage these areas until groundwater cleanup levels are met.

Soil cleanup

Soil excavation work was completed by September 2009 at several areas of the site. Over 83,000
tons of contaminated soil and debris was shipped offsite for disposal or thermal treatment
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(dioxin). Based on post-excavation sampling results, there are three areas on site where the
residual soil contaminants exceed the soil cleanup levels (PAHs). These are the railroad crossing
at 22" Street (active train line and subgrade utilities prevented complete removal), “Area H”
(excavated to the water table, but sidewalls were visually contaminated near a railroad line and -
an off-site building), and along the eastern property boundary on railroad easements (access not
granted to conduct cleanup). Illinois EPA plans to manage these areas using ICs.

Site Inspection

The FYR site inspection was conducted on November 15,.2013. In attendance were Erin
Rednour, Illinois EPA, and Sheila Sullivan, EPA. Also present was Tony Warren of REACT
Environmental (Illinois EPA’s contractor). The purpose of the 1nspect10n was to assess the
protectlveness of the remedy. :

Mr. Warren conducted a review of the operation of the NAPL and groundwater systems and the
parties discussed the status of'the inefficient OWS unit. It was also discussed that when the
undersized OWS is replaced by a larger unit, there will not be enough room for the larger unit
where the undersized OWS is currently located. The new larger OWS will likely be located in
the side extension located on the north side of the treatment system building.

The parties also noted that although the storm water retention area was properly sized, it may be
unsafe because the side slopes are very steep. It was recommended that the area be regraded to
decrease the steepness of the side slopes.

: _ |
IV.  TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT
Queéstion A: Is thé remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents?

Yes. The remedy is currently in LTRA. Illinois EPA completed construction of the groundwater
and NAPL treatment system in September 2009 and the system was declared operational and
functional the next year. Data review shows that except for the inefficient separation of NAPL by
the undersized OWS, the system is functioning as intended. NAPL is being recovered from the
22™ Street lagoon area and disposed of off site, although the undersized OWS is causing the
groundwater treatment system to treat for residual NAPL in the water as well as for dissolved
contaminants. '
There is evidence that the HRC® injections were beneficial because the concentration of PCP in
groundwater measured in MW-8S near the PCP Area on the west side of the site decreased from
720,000 pg/L to 75,000 pg/L. At MW-8M, the PCP concentration decreased from 12 pg/L to 1.1
pg/L. It is too soon to determine if natural attenuation of groundwater is. occurrmg, as PCP levels
are still very high and NAPL is present. :

ICs are required at the site to limit future site use to commercial/industrial uses and prohibit
excavation of soil and groundwater use in various areas of the site.
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Question B: Are the exp.osure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial
action objectives (RAOs) used at the time of remedy selection still valid?

There were two changes to toxicity data, cleanup levels, or remedial action objectives at the JW
site. The first was the reduction of the arsenic MCL from 50 pg/L to 10 ng/L (in 2006) and the
second was the change in the dioxin noncarcinogenic toxicity level in 2012.

The June 2009 FYR report noted that arsenic was a chemical of concemn (COC) in groundwater
when the 1999 ROD was signed and that the groundwater cleanup objective for arsenic was set
at its MCL of 50 pg/L. Because EPA lowered the arsenic MCL to 10 ug/L in 2006, the FYR
report recommended that Illinois EPA evaluate whether the cleanup level should be reset to 10
pg/L to match the MCL. Illinois EPA reviewed the EE/CA during this FYR period and
determined that although arsenic was listed on the potential COC list for groundwater, it was
never a COC in the soil. Since arsenic was not used at the site and it is not present above soil
background levels, 1llinois EPA concluded that arsenic would not impact groundwater at the site.
Thus, arsenic is no longer a COC in groundwater and the change in arsenic MCL is not relevant
to the site cleanup effort.

On February 17, 2012, EPA 1ssued a revised non-cancer toxicity value for 2,3,7,8-
tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCCD) (dioxin). The 1999 ROD has a soil cleanup level of 1 pg/kg
(ppb or 1,000 ppt) toxicity equivalence (TEQ) for dioxin for on-site soil under a future
commercial/industrial use scenario. The dioxin soil cleanup level was not changed in the ESDs.
Because the dioxin non-cancer toxicity value has changed since the ROD and ESDs were issued,
the 1000 ppt (TEQ) ROD cleanup level is now less stringent than EPA’s current soil screening
level (based on the reference dose) of 600 ppt for commercial/industrial site use. Illinois EPA,
therefore, evaluated the impact of the change in dioxin non-cancer toxicity value with regard to
the residual dioxin levels in on-site soil. Upon review of the on-site confirmation sampling data
for dioxin, there are two sample locations that showed dioxin levels to exceed the 600 ppt
screening level for commercial/industrial use at depths of 8 feet and 15 feet (just above the water
table). Above each of these locations is clean fill. In addition, site access is restricted by fencing,
thus, the soil cleanup remedy continues to be protective in the short term. Illinois EPA will
conduct a risk analysis to determine whether if the change in the dioxin non-cancer toxicity value
impacts long term protectiveness.

For residential soil, EPA’s soil screening level for dioxin is 50 ppt (TEQ). Illinois EPA will also
evaluate the impact of the change in dioxin non-cancer toxicity value with regard to the residual
dioxin levels in soil in the residential areas. :

The remainder of the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and remedial action
objectives (RAOs) used at the time of remedy selection are still valid.

Question C: has any other information come to light that could call into question the
protectiveness of the remedy?

No. There has been no new information which would suggest the selected remedy is not
protective. :
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Technical Assessment Summary

The remedy constructed at the JW site is functioning as intended. Construction was completed in
September 2009. This review has revealed that the NAPL/water treatment system is not
performing optimally due to an undersized OWS that does not fully separate recovered NAPL
from pumped groundwater. Thus, the capacity of the OWS:should be increased.

There is evidence that the HRC® injections were beneficial because the concentration of PCP in

groundwater measured in MW-8S near the PCP Area on the west side of the site decreased from

720,000 pg/L to 75,000 pg/L. At MW-8M, the PCP concentration decreased from 12 pg/L to 1.1
-ug/L. It is too soon to determine if natural attenuation of groundwater 1s occurring, as PCP levels
are still very high and NAPL is present

Granite City passed Ordinance #7529 on July 18, 2001 that prohibits the use of groundwater as a
potable water supply by the installation or use of potable water supply wells or by any other
method within the corporate city limits. Illinois EPA approved its use as an IC in April 2010. An
environmental covenant under the UECA is planned to be completed.

Except as noted above regarding the revised non-cancer toxicity value for dioxin, exposure
assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and Remedial Action Objectives (RAOs) used at the’
time of remedy selection are still valid.

During the FYR site inspection, Illinois EPA and EPA discovered that the on-site storm water
retention area might be a safety hazard because the side slopes are very steep. The storm water
retention area should be regraded to decrease the steepness of the side slope.

No other new information has been identified which would suggest the selected remedy will not.
be protective in the future. -

V. ISSUES/RECOMMENDATIONS AND FOLLOW-UP ACTIONS

Table 5, next page, presents issues and recommendations for follow-up actions for the JW site
remedy. :

V1. PROTECTIVENESS STATEMENT

The JW site remedy is protective of human health and the environment in the short term because
there are no complete exposure pathways at the site and all remedial components are in place and
operating. However, in order for the remedy to be protective of human health and the
environment over the long term, an undersized NAPL treatment component must be replaced;
the storm water retention area should be regraded to make the side slopes less steep; ICs must be
fully implemented to prevent the use of groundwater until the groundwater cleanup levels are -
met, prevent the disturbance of soil contaminants contained in place, maintain the integrity of the
remedial and monitoring systems, and prohibit the future residential use of the property; and a
risk analysis should be conducted to determine the impact of EPA’s 2012 change in the non-
cancer toxicity factor for dioxin. :
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Table 5: Issues and Recommendations/Follow-up Actions

) Affects
ou # Issue Recommendations/ Party Oversight | Milestone | Protectiveness?
Follow-up Actions Responsible [ Agency Date Y/N)
' Current | Future
OUL  I11Cs need to be Develop an Illinois EPA 6/15/2015 | No Yes
‘and islaced on the site | environmental EPA
Sitewide || ¢, prevent the use | covenant under UECA.
of groundwater
until the
groundwater
cleanup levels are
met, prevent the
disturbance of
soil contaminants
contained in
place, maintain
the integrity of
the remedial and
monitoring
systems, and
prohibit the
future residential
use of the
property. .
OUL l'The OWS for the | Illinois EPA should | Tllinois EPA 6/15/2015 | No Yes
~and | NAPL/water replace the OWS with | EPA
Sitewide || treatment system | a properly-sized unit. ;
is undersized.
OUL | The storm water |Illinois EPA should | Illinois EPA 6/15/2015 |  No Yes
‘and |lvetention area regrade the storm EPA ' '
Sitewide may be unsafe. water retention area to
decrease the steepness
of the side slopes.
OUL [l EPA changed the |Illinois EPA should | llinois EPA 6/15/2015 | No Yes
~and | dioxin non- conduct a risk analysis: | EPA
|| Sitewide § cancer toxicity to determine if long
factor. term protectiveness is
compromised due to
the change the dioxin
non-cancer toxicity
factor.
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VII. NEXT REVIEW

The next FYR at the JW site will be éompleted no later than five years from the completion date
of this report.
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APPENDIX A - EXISTING SITE INFORMATION

A. SITE CHRONOLOGY

Table 6 presents a chronology of site events to date.

Table 6: Site Chronology

- Event

Date -

Facility operations

About 1921 to 1989

Completed site assessment

Judicial Consent Decree signed between Jennison-Wright , January 1986
Corporation and Illinois EPA '
1988

Jennison-Wright Corporation files for bankruptcy

November 1989

removal action :

CERCLA Expanded Site Inspection report July 1991
On-site stabilization work (first removal action) May 1992
Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis (EE/CA) for

January 1994

Second removal action

November 1994 to March
1995

Proposal to National Priorities List (NPL)

October 2, 1995

Final NPL listing

-June 17, 1996

EE/CA for remedial action

February 1997 to
September 1999

Record of Decision (ROD) signed

September 29, 1999

Remedial design start

- September 30, 1999

Thjyd removal action

2003

Remedial design complete

July 21, 2003

Remedial action start

September 24, 2004

First Explanation of Significant Differences

December 27, 2005

15




Second Explanation of Significant Differences June 5, 2009
First FYR Report | June 15, 2009
_Construction.Completion . _ ' Septe;nber 28,2009
Draft Interim Remedial Action Completion Report | March 2011
Interim Remed%al Action Completion_ Report : - July 2013~

B. BACKGROUND
Physical Characteristics

The Jennison-Wright Superfund site is a 20-acre abandoned railroad-tie treating facility located
at 900 W. 22" Street in Granite City, Madison County, Illinois, about six miles northeast of St.
Louis, Missouri. The property is about two miles west of the Mississippi River. (See Attachment

-1 for maps of the site.) The area surrounding the property is a mixed residential-industrial
neighborhood. The property is bisected by 22nd Street, with former storage areas for untreated
and treated wood located north of this street and the former facility process areas located south of
the street. The Illinois-American Water Company waterworks facility is immediately north of the
site. Railroad tracks border the site along the entire eastern boundary, and an alley and residences
border the site along its entire western boundary. The site topography is relatively flat, with
surface runoff toward the northeast from areas north of 22™ Street.

In the St. Louis metropolitan area, the Mississippi River occupies a deep bedrock valley that has
been filled with both glacial outwash material and recent alluvium. The thickness of the valley
fill is generally greater than 100 feet. In the Granite City area, the thickness is about 115 feet.
The stratigraphy of the valley fill consists of silt, clay, sand, and gravel. The upper 15 to 30 feet
is commonly silt and clay with fine sand. Below this depth, the deposits vary from poorly graded
to well graded sands and gravels, grading to coarser sands and gravels that extend to bedrock.
The bedrock in the area consists of Mississippian and Pennsylvanian limestone and dolomites
with lesser amounts of shale and sandstone. Major supplies of groundwater have historically
been withdrawn from the valley fill material.

Although some private and industrial wells are still located in the area, the majority of the
domestic and industrial water for the Granite City area is obtained from the Mississippi River.
Groundwater in the valley fill deposits occur under unconfined water table conditions. The water
table is generally found at depths ranging from 15 to 20 feet below ground surface (bgs).
Groundwater flow is primarily southwest towards the Mississippi River, except in areas of high
pumpage, which form large depressions in the water table. The bedrock in the area is considered
a poor source of water primarily due to its low permeability and poor water quality.

Land and Resource Use

Currently, there is no on-site use of the property. The facility is situated in a mixed
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industrial/residential neighborhood and is bordered by the Norfolk-Southern Railroad lines to the
east and south, residential areas to the west, and property occupied by the Illinois-American
Water Company, a residential area, and 23nd Street to the north. The anticipated future use of
the property is assumed to be commercial/industrial. Factors contributing to this assumption
include:

*  Records indicating the use of the property has been commercial/industrial for many
years; '

*  Proximity of the adjacent railroad spur makes the property much more attractive to
industrial use rather than residential; and

«  Granite City has expressed an interest in redeveloping the site as an industrial complex
once the remedial efforts have been completed.

Groundwater in the vicinity of the site is encountered at a depth of 17 feet bgs and flows
southwesterly across the site. Although some private and industrial wells are still located in the
area, the majority of the domestic and industrial water for the Granite City area is obtained from
the Mississippi River. '

At the time of this FYR the current.and prOJected land use has not changed. Illinois EPA will
implement ICs to prohibit residential use of the 51te and the installation of wells.

History of Contamination

Operations at the facility began prior to 1921 and continued until 1989 with three separate
companies operating at the site: Midland Creosoting Company (prior to 1921-1940), the
Jennison-Wright Corporation (1940-1981) and 2-B-J.W., Inc (1981-1989), authorized to do
business as Jennison-Wright Corporation. Jennison-Wright Corporation filed for bankruptcy in
November 1989, with an auction held in 1990 to sell the remaining equipment and materials. The
site remained vacant from 1990 until-the first removal cleanup action began in 1992.

The site is triangular-shaped and is bisected by 22nd Street, creating a north and south portion.
The area south of 22nd Street was the former location of treatment processes for wood products
(railroad ties and wood block flooring) using pentachlorophenol (PCP), creosote and zinc
naphthenate. Creosote was used for treating wood products prior to 1921 to 1989,
pentachlorophenol was used from 1974 to 1985, and zinc naphthenate was used from 1985 to
1989. The area north of 22nd Street was primarily used for drying the treated wood and for
storage of supplies.

Jennite (an asphalt sealer product composed of coal tar pitch, clay, and water) was manufactured
in the southeastern corner of the facility. The process began in the early 1960s and continued
until summer 1986 when Jennison-Wright sold the Jennite process to Neyra Industries. Neyra

. Industries leased the portion of the facility used by Jennison-Wright for the manufacturing
Jennite and continued manufacturing the asphalt sealer until the bankruptcy in 1989.

A site investigation performed by Illinois EPA in 1988 showed that subsurface contamination
was found both in the soil and groundwater. The soil contamination was visible and was
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confirmed analytically through the unsaturated zone to grbundwater, near the 22nd Street lagoon,
the Jennite Pit, and the PCP process area. Soil contamination in the remainder of the site was
found at various depths ranging from 1 to 5 feet bgs.

Illinois EPA completed six soil borings in 1991, which showed discolored oily groundwater
contamination. Illinois EPA then conducted an Engineering Evaluation and Cost Analysis
(EE/CA) investigation in January 1994 and found:

'+ Significant sources of contamination in drums and tanks; )

»  Dioxins/furans and carcinogenic polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbens (PAHs) in surface
soils;

-+ PCP in groundwater in the PCP process area; and carcinogenic PAHs, benzene, PCP,
arsenic, 2,4-dimethylphenol, and naphthalene in groundwater under the 22nd Street
lagoon;

* Benzene and naphthalene in subsurface soils;

*  Structurally unsound on-site buildings and silos; and

*  Four on-site buildings containing regulated asbestos containing material (ACM).

Initial Response

Manufacturing operations at the site ceased in 1989. Illinois EPA soon took several removal
actions to stabilize the site and demolish on-site buildings.

[llinois EPA conducted the first removal action in May 1992 and, in summer 1992, Illinois EPA
used trust fund monies from the bankruptcy sale to initiate a stabilization effort on the site to
prevent the spread of contamination. The contents of the Jennite Pit located at the east boundary
of the south portion of the site had become semi-liquid and begun to migrate off-site. To
temporarily alleviate this problem, the overflowing material was removed and placed in three
cutoff tanks. A temporary clay cap was constructed using materials on-site to shore up the sides
of the Jennite Pit. Approximately 175 drums of various known and unknown materials were
found on-site including 15 drums of creosote-contaminated asbestos insulation. These drums
were stored on-site in an existing structure.

Other work accomplishéd during this removal:

e Removal of 22 cubic yards (cy) of ACM

e Pumping of 1,300 gallons of creosote-contaminated water to an above ground storage
tank; and excavation and temporary on-site storage of creosote, tar, and contaminated soil
that had migrated off-site from the Jennite Pit.

Hlinois EPA initiated the second removal response on November 8, 1994 and completed it on
March 6, 1995. This action implemented the recommendations in the 1994 EE/CA, Wthh

included:

» Installation of a six-foot chain link fence around the area of stockpiled soil and drainage
area at the northeast comer of the site;
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»  Excavation and disposal of soils around the upright storage tanks and railroad cars;

«  Removal of aqueous waste from the various storage vessels, treatment by oil/water
separation, and off-site disposal at a water treatment plant;

« Removal and disposal of creosote waste material from the storage vessels;

*  Decontamination/dismantling of the storage vessels;

*  Characterization of the material within the drums inside the transite-sided building and
proper disposal;

« Installation of a protective geomembrane and clay cap over the Jennite Pit;

» Removal of the contaminated soil in the three cutoff tanks in the south portion of the site
and dismantling of the tanks :

EPA placed the JW site on the National Priorities List (NPL) on June 17, 1996.

As part of a third removal action, in 2003, Illinois EPA demolished on-site buildings, removed
aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), underground storage tanks (USTs) and debris piles, and
constructed a permanent decontamination pad on the southern portion of the site.

Basis for Taking Action

Past site practices have resulted in leakage/spillage of chemicals to surface soils, or, in the case
of the Jennite Pit and the 22nd Street lagoon, direct deposition of wastes into the soil. Once
released to the soil, contamination migrated to subsurface soils and groundwater. Table 7 (next
page) shows the chemicals present in each media of concern. Contaminants-of concern in site
soil included phenols, dioxins, and a number of semivolatile organic compounds (SVOCs), most
of which were PAHs. Benzo(a)pyrene, a PAH, was detected in site soil samples at a maximum
concentration of 2,800,000 pg/kg and another PAH, naphthalene, was detected at concentrations
up to 4,200,000 pug/kg. PCP was detected. in site soils at concentrations up to 670,000 pg/kg.
Dioxins were detected in site soils at a toxicity equivalency factor (TEF) of up to 66 ng/kg.
Groundwater at the site contained phenols and PAHs, as well as volatile organic compounds
(VOCs) such as benzene, xylenes, and toluene. The most significant areas of groundwater
contamination identified were in the northeast corner of the south portion of the site near the
22nd Street lagoon and the former PCP treatment process area. Phenol was detected in
groundwater at concentrations up to 9,800 pg/L, PCP at concentrations up to 88,000 pg/L, and
naphthalene at concentrations up to 21,000 pg/L.

Sampling results indicate that in shallow groundwater, PCP contaminant levels are highest in the
vicinity of the former PCP process area and the 22nd Street lagoon. PCP concentrations are
significantly lower in the intermediate groundwater samples collected in these areas, suggesting
that limited downward migration of PCP in groundwater occurred at the site.

Illinois EPA collected 81 gridded surface soil samples, 15 biased surface soil samples, 72
subsurface soil samples, 4 sediment samples, and a total of 58 groundwater samples in the ,
shallow (20 feet bgs), intermediate (45 feet bgs), and deep (100 feet bgs) ranges. Contamination
from site operations was found in both surface and subsurface samples with varying degrees of
concentration. Contamination was also found in the groundwater in all three depth ranges with a
significant NAPL source in the northeast comer of the south portion of the site.
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Table 7: Chemicals of Concern in Soil and Groundwater

Chemical Surface Soil | Subsurface Soil | Groundwater
Acenaphthene X X X
Arsenic r X
Benzene 1 X X
Benzo(a)anthracene X
Benzo(a)pyrene X X
X X X

Benzo(b)fluoranthene

o X X X
Benzo(k)fluoranthene
Beryllium X
Carbazole X X
Chloroform X
Chromium X :
Chrysene X X X
Di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate X
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene X X
1.2-Dichloroethane X
2.4-Dimethvinhénol X X
Ethvlbenzene X .
alpha-Hexachlorocvclohexane | X X
Indeno(],2,3-cd)pyrene X X.
Lead o X X
Manganese X - X
Methylene chloride ' “ 1 X
2-Methylphenol X
Naphthalene X X X
Pentachlorophenol X X X
Phenol X
2,3,7,8 TCDD Equivalents X
(dioxin)
Thallium X
Toluene X

X.

Trichloroethene (TCE)
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During the EE/CA, a risk assessment was performed to estimate the health or environmental
problems that could result if the proposed actions were not conducted to clean up the site. The
general conclusion of the human health risk assessment conducted for the JW site was that the

- site posed unacceptable risks to human health in both current and future use scenarios. Remedla]
action was therefore warranted. :

There are a number of major factors causing the unacceptable risks for humans including:

e The presence of dioxins/dibenzofurans and-carcinogenic PAHs in site surface soils;
o The presence of several PAHs and PCP in the groundwater at several Iocatlons around

the site; and;
- o The presence of benzene and naphthalene.in subsurface soils.

Exposure scenarios were evaluated for a number of possible exposures and reflect the excess
lifetime cancer risks if no cleanup activities are conducted. An industrial/commercial use of the
property was assumed for purposes of projecting future risk due to the history of the site as an
industrial complex. Seven different exposure scenarios were considered: current site visitor (soil
and air exposure); current nearby residents (air exposure); future permanent site worker (soil and
air exposure); future permanent site worker (groundwater ingestion exposure); future
construction worker (soil and air exposure); future nearby residents (chronic air exposure); and
future nearby residents (during construction). Three exposure risks exceeded acceptable levels:

e Current site visitor (soil and air exposilre)
o Future permanent site worker (groundwater ingestion exposure)
- o Future construction worker (soil and air exposure)

The Ecological Risk Assessment (ERA) was prepared based on information collected by Illinois
EPA during the site characterization investigation from July through September 1997. Federal
and state agencies were consulted for information on sensitive habitafs and protected species in
the vicinity of the site, apd relevant maps were reviewed to identify nearby sensitive habitats. In
addition, information was obtained from a local Illinois Department of Natural Resources
(IDNR) representative who visited the site. A quantitative ecological risk evaluation for the JW
Site was not ‘performed because the findings of the ERA indicate that the site is not likely to
impact wildlife., The conclusions of the ecological portion of the risk assessment are:

o Habitat at the JW site is of a very low quality to wildlife; '
o The site is located in a-mixed industrial/residential area. Only common wildlife
accustomed to human activity and disturbance are likely to use the site; and
.o The closest aquatic resource and ecologically sensitive areas to the JW site are located
approximately one mile away and are not likely to be impacted by on-site contamination.

Based on the above, no adverse impacts to wildlife and/or sensitive habitats in the vicinity of the
site were expected to result from contamination at the site.
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Remedial Action Objectives

Based on the identified applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (ARARs) and to-be-
considered (TBC) requirements, and the need to reduce the potential threat to human health and
the environment, the following general remedial action objectives (RAOs) were developed for
the JW site:
SR
» Prevent current nearby residents and potential future site workers from contacting,
ingesting, or inhaling on-site soil and waste materials containing chemicals of potential
concerns (COPCs) that exceed the calculated risk-based cleanup objectives (CUOs) (see
Attachment 2);
-Prevent the continued release of contaminants to groundwater;
Initiate long-term groundwater restoration to MCLs;
Abate regulated ACM present in the on-site buildings; -
Remove listed hazardous waste from the site for treatment and disposal at an
appropriately licensed facility; . :
e To the extent practical, pump NAPL from the subsurface in the vicinity of the 22nd Street
lagoon; and N
e Treat collected groundwater.

C. REMEDIAL ACTIONS
Remedy Selection

The 1999 ROD envisioned five operable units: soils and wastes, NAPL, groundwater, buildings,
and miscellaneous items. These operable units reflect the principal purpose of the selected
remedy, which was to control exposure to site contaminants by: treating on-site contaminated
soils; removing listed hazardous wastes, debris and miscellaneous items: removal and treatment
of NAPL; and treating groundwater. Also, while remedial action is on-going, the site has been
fenced and periodic groundwater monitoring has been conducted. The cleanup goals are based on
commercial/industrial use, consistent with the current and projected future land use. Specifically,
the main components of remedy selected in the September 29, 1999 ROD were:

e For site wastes consisting of the drip track residue and the oils found on-site, remove the
waste and dispose of it at a hazardous waste facility;

o For site soils, a landfarm could be constructed in the northeast portion of the site. This
component of the remedy was changed to excavation and off-site disposal in the October
2005 ESD;

e For NAPL removal, hot water flushing; _

e For the more highly contaminated groundwater plumes, enhanced in-situ biological
treatment using oxygen release compounds (ORC®) and air sparging;

e Monitored natural attenuation was the selected alternative for the other areas of the site
where groundwater contamination was at a much lower concentration;

e The buildings and other structures on the site would be razed and the ACMinside would
be abated; and '
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e Miscellaneous items, such as debris piles, storage tanks, abandoned steel trams and
several sumps; and pits were to be removed from the site.

An October 2005 ESD modified the soil remediation method from landfarming treatment in an
on-site treatment unit to excavation and off-site disposal of contaminated soil. The excavated
areas would then be backfilled with clean material and seeded. A second ESD, signed in June
2009, modified the remedy to include: ICs, the use of a different substrate to enhance in situ
groundwater bioremediation, excavation of soils beneath 22™ Street, extraction and off-site
disposal of NAPL from the Jennite Pit, and identification of a contingency remedy for potential
additional NAPL and groundwater contamination in the Jennite Pit area.

Remedy Implementation

Illinois EPA began the remedial design on September 30, 1999 and completed it on July 2, 2003.
The remedial action started a year later, on September 24, 2004 and it was completed in
September 2009. The site is now in LTRA.

All buildings and on-site debris have been removed from the site. Trip track residues and oils

have been removed from the site and disposed of appropriately. Site soils from both the north

and south parcels have been excavated in accordance with the October 2005 ESD. Illinois EPA

has completed the excavations of the 22" Street lagoon, the Jennite Pit and portions of 22™

. Street. Groundwater remediation activities to date have included groundwater samplmg and
HRC® injections in the PCP contaminant plume.

Tasks remaining are:

o Codification of ICs in an environmental covenant under the UECA -
Placement of a CERCLA windfall lien on the property

e Re-grading of the southern portion for water runoff control in a shallower retention pond
than the current retention pond and to provide a means for the collection of water runoff
in the alley adjacent to the site, which has been a concern for a number of years;

e The replacement of the undersized OWS in the NAPL treatment system and,

e Continued operation of the hot water injection system.
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gets as it takes a hiblical story and gives it involving cows. Joseph correctly inter-
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latest national tour of “Joseph” is ine and the Egyptians are able to avoid

through  starvation.

he's a delicate super-villainy. 3
Such is the Spider- 1 am generally a fan of lle also didn’t get stopping over at the Fox Theatre
Man/Peter director Marc Webb and much to work with, being May 11 and injects quite a bit of eye-pop- wkmmwss&-
by Andrew Garfield in the will staunchly defend banded a clunky, over- ping stage into this
sequel to the reboot “The “(500) Days of Summer” worked script that has classic. Joseph's family plnicuhxl'y hnd }hs
Spider-Man2"  asone of the lest male seven (!) pames attached Hudlmlnx the show are former holhmmnlouym 1o beg for food,
1 had no real beef with chick-flicks of all time. toit. Talk about overkill 9 turped that the brother they
the first “The Amazing The first time around It doesn't help mat- ma-m-mmummm bqn,dnm!hemtheynllu
Spider-Man,” even Webb did 2 ﬂn: job of ters that this mowie falls Diana DeGarmo. Young plays oar dream- Mnﬁtd‘ud‘dﬂaﬂhihﬂiﬂ(a-
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cynical of reasons, wi trying o make nated by the well-oiled the Narrator who sings us through the Of course vou don't really need to be a
was 50 Sony could retain sense of a crazy, mixed-up creative machine over at plot points from the book of Genesis. biblical scholar 1o keep up with the stary
the movie rights lo the Marvel Studios. Spider- Young doesn'l bring a whole lot Lo the  especially when you've got an Elvis-
With “The Amazing Man's wash-rinse-repeat production other than good looks and a & Plnnnh(ly-nwﬂ.liams)
first film was light Spider-Man 2" the whole i i d physigue, but this isn'l exactly s - parading around the
and anddidagood movie gets saddled with already feeling stale, and it show that demands strong performances wol,lfywnlmmhxdcpmor
job of portraying Peter an adolescent . will only get worse as Sony 50 it is easy to let him slide. profundity then this is not the musical
Parker as an unassuming Setting aside Peter's per- continues to crank these DeGarmo is a much stronger vocalist theater experience for you. But if you are
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So what is Spider- Man
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sad because Aunt May
(the eternally wonder-
ful Sally l‘leld) is sad
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and he
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But what makes him the
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Jacob (William Thamas Evans) gives metrotix.com.
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His brothers are so and all things g0 to www.
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fecebook.com/REMAX
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ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

and
U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
to review
Jennison-Wright Superfund Site
Granite City, lllinois

The lliinois Environmental Protection Agency (Wllinois EPA) and United States
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) are conducting the second
five-year review of the Jennison-Wright Superfund site located at 900 West
22nd Street, Granite City, llinois. The Superfund law requires regular reviews
of sites (at least every five years) where cleanup is underway and hazardous
waste remains on site. These reviews are done to ensure that the cleanup
continues to protect human health and the environment.

This is the second of such reviews since construction work began on
June 15, 2004, and it will evaluate current site conditions and look at the overall
eftectiveness of the cleanup actions; ntsqpumbhamnlmuhmnazou
Illinois EPA and USEPA

15, 2013. cunumumsnmmmmmmmmwm
conducted. The review report is scheduled to be made public in June 2014
and will be available at the Granite City Public Library and aiso at the web site:
WWW.epa.gov/reg) P - index _Hinois.

The five-year review also gives local the ity to
voice their concems and ask questions about site conditions and clean-up
efforts. Anyone wishing further information or discussion on the status of the
Jennison-Wright site or the five year review process should contact:

Erin Rednour Sheila Sulfrvan Michelle Tebrugge

Remedial Project Manager Remedial Project Manager Community Relafions Coordinator
Mingis EPA USEPA (SR8 Hinoes EPA

P0. Box 19276 7T W. Jackson Bvd. PO. Box 19276

Springfield, Winots 62794-9276 Chicago, Ninois 60604  Springfield, linoks 62794-9276
217.785.8725 312.886.5251 2175244825

In 1992, lllinois EPA took actions to alleviate the spread of contamination and
fo stabilize the site. In 1994, a removal action was conducted which included

0 and properly disposing of 175 drums of chemicals,
removal of waste material from on-site storage vessels, construction of a
protective cap over a portion of the site, and excavation of some contaminated
soils. The Jennison-Wright site underwent further cleanup to address residual
soll contamination and waste disposal pits, The groundwater treatment system
was in 2009 and conti 1o operate on the southern
half of the site.

The next five-year review will be in 2019.

Site information may be reviewed at
Granite City Public Library
2001 Delmar Avenue
Granite City, llinois 62040
618.876.6316
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omen

Celebrating 59 Years

Join the celebration to honor the
2014 Women of Achievement

M. Virginia Braxs =~ Ida H. Early
Eva Frazer, M.D.  Teri Griege
Phyllis Z. Langsdorf = Diane Gershman Levine
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Linda Weitzer Sher | Pat Whitaker

Women of Achievernent Langheon
Thursday, May 15, 2014
The Ritz-Carlton Hotel
St. Louis Ballroom
11:15 a.m. Doors open
11:45 a.m. - 1:30 pm. Luncheon
Tickets: $60 each with seating at tbles of ten
Reservations required anc will be held at the door

Make Your Reservations Now!
Send checks wx
Women of Achievement /o MAC Meetings and Events
801 North Second Street, Suite 302
St Louis, MO 63102
For more informatior, call 314-421-2005
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Site Inspection Checklist



OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

Please note that “O&M?” is referred to throughout this checklist. At sites where Long-Term
Response Actions are in progress, O&M activities may be referred to as “system operations” since
these sites are not considered to be in the O&M phase while being remediated under the Superfund
program. '

Five-Year Review Site Inspection Checklist (Template)

(Working document for site inspection. Information may be completed by hand and attached to the
Five-Year Review report as supporting documentation of site status. “N/A” refers to “not applicable.”)

I. SITE INFORMATION

Site name: 3o 5 n1S0N u)(\ and Date of inspection: |[_) §— |3
Location and Region: G—mm\'g Cl"'\,l TU EPAID: | q D‘-’ 00 DD%’
Agency, office, or company leading the f ive-year Weather/temperature:

review: T\ o1 < Eﬁ} COO\\ C\AQCU—

Remedy Includes: (Check all that apply)
Landfill cover/containment : Monitored natural attenuation

Groundwater containment
Institutional controls Vertical barrier walls

Groundwater pump and treatment
Surface éfa(er collection and treatment

Other_Oueface wWaer \“e’r@f\)ﬂ on Mo -\—ﬁmirheﬂi-

Attachments: Inspection team roster attached Site map attached O\\)qjldbke,;(\QQCKc\qQ__

II. INTERVIEWS (Check all that apply)

1. O&M site manager /\Bf\\\‘ \A)OJ‘ fen. !\‘“ S— 20,3
Name Title - : Date
Intervicwe atoffice by phone Phone no. 3(Y -(J]‘&"qu/g I4-HB b 2317 cel

Problems, suggestions;  Report attached

2. O&M staff

Name - Title ' Date
Interviewed atsite  aioffice by phone Phone no. '
Problems, suggestions; Report attached




OSWER No. 9355.7-038-P

Local regulatory authorities and response agencies (i.e., State and Tribal offices, emergency
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office,
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices, etc.) Fill in ali that apply.

: | bl¥- 453
Agency { y \\Q QNQX\
Contact i ) T conomic OQ_JQL’QMCQ" S- VALRRY! 204
Name DireclsC Title ) Date Phone no.

Problem\f\;’ suggestions; Report attached L ApuWS of no ( tedof 1SS0S with the..
Site. . .

Agency Moo C Weacnosre : ¥ -H32-
Conaor I Nbge = GEaFeChy Negor  S-M- 1Y oy
Name itle Date Phone no.

Problems; suggestions; Report attached Left nessace.
=1

Agency
Contact

: Name Title . Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;  Report attached

Agency
Contact

Name Title Date Phone no.
Problems; suggestions;  Report attached

Other interviews (optional)  Report attached.

D-8




OSIVER No. 9355.7-038-P

II1. ON-SITE DOCUMENTS & RECORDS VERIFIED (Check all that apply)

O&M Documents

O&M manual N/A
As-built drawings N/A
Maintenance logs N/A
Remarks
2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan N/A
Contingency plan/emergency response plan N/A
Remarks
3. O&M and OSHA Training'Records - Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
4. Permits and Service Agreements
Air discharge permit Readily available Up to date N/A
Effluent discharge Readily available Up to date N/A
Waste disposal, POTW Readily available Up to date N/A
Other permits_ Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks '
5. Gas Generation Records Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
6. Settlement Monument Records Readily available ‘Up to date N/A
Remarks
7. Groundwater l\'ionitoring Records @ily available) @ N/A
Remarks
8. Leachate Extraction Records Readily available -Up to date N/A
Remarks .
9. Discharge Compliance Records
Air Readily available Up.to date N/A
Water (effluent) Readily available Up to date N/A
Remarks
10. Daily Access/Security Logs Readily available ~ Upto date N/A

Remarks

D-9




- OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

IV. O&M COSTS

1. O&M Organization
State in-house, Contractor for State
PRP in-house . Tontractor for PRP
Federal Facility in-house Contractor for Federal Facility
Other

&)

O&M Cost Records
Readily available Up to date
Funding mechanism/agreement in place
Original O&M cost estimate Breakdown attached

Total annual cost by year for review period if available

From g‘l (H To q 3 ‘3 (9% \ Breakdown attached

/Date Date Total cost
From_t\ \Q To . S34.p Breakdown attached
atc Date Total cost
From \’\-] \\ To . D\ 0\07 {10 Breakdown attached
Date Date " Total cost
From_30D\2_  To 5\ 0,33 \ " Breakdown attached
Date Date Total cost
From_ QO 3 To L(O '-f 3 Breakdown attached
Date Date Tota1 cost
3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs Dhring Review Period

Desgribe costs and T

'\Q\)Leu)m ej’c\e costs o—F D\- M when —Uf\e_f@cl lr\‘u Was A
{7 A N o,

AnCOStS, - s Whete ®0Gke abpees 41 JonQ Yo
af. \LQLAQH\J corneide IDVH’\ QSQﬂD\\nQ Odor\“"

V. ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS  Applicable  N/A

A. Fencing

1. Fencing damaged Location shown on site map Gates securcd N/A
Remarks G ? 0kal q\\e\l was beal, gollou) u J 'sit -
mﬂr\r\of(’na re [

B. Other Access Restnctxons

1. Signs and other security measures Location shown on site map N/A
Remarks_ :

D-10
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OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

C. Institutional Controls (ICs)

1. Implementation and enforcement :
Site conditions imply 1Cs not properly implemented Yes N/A
Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced i Yes No N/A

\ . .
Type of monitoring (e.g., sclf-rcpomng, drive by) \\SD Qc‘\'. of.
Frequency !
Responsihle party/a ency l j: {;.VP‘
Contact Zrcn novwl’ Yooy oct V'\qnac. eC A-185 %5125
: Name Title Date Phone no.
Reporting is up-to-date X No N/A
 Reports are verified by the lead agency ' Yes No N/A

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been met @ No N/
Violations have been reported Yes ‘No N/
Other problems or suggestions: Report attached

2. Adeguacy ICs are adequate - ICs are inadequate N/A

Remarks jf\?\’t *\\&hona,\ (\Df\’\'m\s T\Q_Q&"}VO be COAVG Cz&
Yo a. Uarvessal En(mmacmuntpc\q.\ Codenant Pt o\oc-umm—\—
(9.4

D. General

1. Vandalism/trespassing Location shown on site map No vandalism evident
ﬁmarks no eJivdence of faleroc ’\'CQQD‘L%‘SU\O bud-some. dOﬁ\qgQ
cCQ\Cce .

2, Land use changes on site N/A
Remarks NO
3. Land use changes off site N/A
Remarks (8%
V1. GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS
A. Roads Applicable N/A c
1. Roads damaged . Location shown on site map ﬂads adequate ) N/A
Remarks




OSHWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

B. Other Site Conditions

Remarks

VII. LANDFILL COVERS Applicable (5119

A. Landfill Surface

1. Settlement (Low spots) Location shown on site map Settlement not evident
Arealextent Depth
Remarks

2. Cracks Location shown on site map Cracking not evident
Lengths___ = Widths__ Depths
Remarks

3. Erosion . Location shown on site map Erosion not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

4. Holes Location shown on site map Holes not evident
Areal extent Depth
Remarks

5. Vegetative Cover Grass Cover properly established No signs of stress

Trees/Shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) '

Remarks

6. Alternative Cover (armored rock, concrete, etc.) N/A
Remarks

7. Bulges Location shown on site map Bulges not evident
Areal extent Height
Remarks




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage " Wetareas/water damage not evident
Wet areas Location shown on site map Areal extent
Ponding : Location shown on site map Areal extent
Seeps Location shown on site map Areal extent
Soft subgrade - Location shown on site.map Areal extent
Remarks
9. Slope Instability Slides Location shown on site map No evidence of slopé instability
Areal extent
Remarks
B. Benches Applicable @r/‘:x)
(Horizontally constructed mounds of eartlf'placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope
in order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined
channel.) :
1. Flows Bypass Bench Location shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks
2. Bench Breached Location shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks
3. Bench Overtopped Location shown on site map N/A or okay
Remarks :
.

-z A3

C. Letdown Channels Applicable LQ;::/
(Channel lined with erosion control mats; Tiprap, grout bags, or gabions that descend down the steep

side slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the
landfill cover without creating erosion gullies.)

1. Settlement Locatfon shown on site map No evidence of settlement
Areal extent Depth
Remarks :

2. Material Degradation ‘Location shown on site map No evidence of degradation
Matenal type Areal extent
Remarks

3. Erosion Location shown on site map No evidence of erosion
-Areal extent Depth
Remarks

D-13




OSWER No. 9355.7-03B-P

Location shown
Depth

Undercutting
Areal extent
Remarks

on site map No evidence of undercutting

Obstructions  Type

7

No obstructions

Location shown on site map
Size
Remarks

Area) extent

Excessive Vegetative Growth
No evidence of excessive growth

Type

Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow

Location shown-on site map Areal extent
Remarks
D. Cover Penetrations Applicable 6\1/1\\
1. Gas Vents Active v Passive

Properly secured/locked Functioning
Evidence of leakage at penetration

Routinely sampled Good condition
Needs Maintenance

Remarks

N/A
Remarks
2. Gas Monitoring Probes
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks :
3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill)
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
4. Leachate Extraction Wells
Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
Evidence of leakage at penetration Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks
5. Settlement Monuments Located Routinely surveyed N/A

D-14 .
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E. Gas Collection and Treatment Applicable %/A)
1. Gas Treatment Facilities . -
Flaring ) Thermal destruction Collection for reuse
" Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks
2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks i
3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings)
Good condition - Needs Maintenance N/A
Remarks '
F. Cover Drainage Layer Applicable @
1. Outlet Pipes Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
2. Outlet Rock Inspected Functioning N/A
Remarks
G. Detention/Sedimentation Ponds Applicable N/A
1. Siltation Areal extent_ Depth N/A
Siltation not evident .
‘Remarks
2. Erosion Areal extent : Depth
Erosion not evident
Remarks
3. Outlet Works Functioning N/A
Remarks
4. Dam -~ Functioning N/A
. Remarks
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.
H. Retaining Walls Applicable @A )
a”

1. Deformations Location shown on site map Deformation not evident

Horizonta] displacement Vertical displacement

Rotational displacement

Remarks
2. Degradation Location shown on site map Degradation not evident

. Remarks
1. Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge Applicable Q\I/A ) :
e

1. Siltation Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident

Areal extent Depth

Remarks
2. Vegetative Growth - Location shown on site map N/A

Vegetation does not impede flow

Areal extent Type

Remarks
3. Erosion Location shown on site map Erosion not evident

Areal extent Depth

Remarks
4. Discharge Structure Functioning N/A

Remarks

I/\‘
VIII. VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS Applicable (B/A )
g

1. Settlement - Location shown on site map Settiement not evident

Arealextent_ Depth

Remarks :
2 Performance MonitoringType of monitoring

Performance not monitored

Frequency Evidence of breaching

Head differential

) Remarks
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IX. GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES Applicable . N/A

A. Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
1. Pymps; Wellitrezd Plumbing, and Electrical
od conditjo

All required wells properly operating Needs Maintenance N/A

S

2. Extract ystem Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance
Re '

3. S 5 and Equipment :
Readily available Good condition Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks :
B. Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps, and Pipelines Applicable N/A
I. Collection Structures, Pumps, and Electrical .
Good condition Needs Maintenanc .
Rcmjits aFaulr redrention DO(\&‘\QQ)&' Jolbba € Qq(‘qéaerﬁ do lessen
e_slope 0C Yhe sidls . Photo odbache
2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes, and Other Appurtenances
Good condition Needs Maintenance:
Remarks
3 Spare Parts and Equipment

Readily available Good condition -Requires upgrade Needs to be provided
Remarks
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C. Treatment System Applicable N/A

1.

Treatment Train (Check components that apply)
Metals removal Oil/water separation Bioreimediation
Alr stripping Carbon adsorbers
Filters ' : ]
Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent)
Others ! :
Good condition Needs Maintenance

Sampling ports properly marked and functional -\fe S
Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date \-{ €5
Equipment properly identified ¢

Quantity of groundwater treated annually_ 1€ S
Quantity of surface water treated annually_ - "\

Remarks
2. Electrical Enclosuy id Pawrels.(properly rated-and- functional)
N/A Good conditi Needs Maintenance
Remarks .
3. Tanks, Vaults, St € Vessels
N/A _ Good condition Proper secondary containment Needs Maintenance
Remarks ]
4. .Discharge.Structure ppurtenances
- N/A ood condition Needs Maintenance
Remarks_ - :
5. Treatment Buildin .
oof and doorways Needs repair
6.

A

-D. Monitoring Data

L Monitorin ta/\\
Is routinely submitted on timg? Is of acceptable quali
2. Monijtori : -

€Groundwater plume is effectively containeb Contaminant concentrations are declinin
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D. Monitored Natural Attenuation

1. Momtormg Wells (natural attenuation remedy)
' Properly secured/locked Functioning Routinely sampled Good condition
All required wells located Needs Maintenance ’ N/A
Remarks

X. OTHER REMEDIES

If there are remedies applied at the site which are not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing
the physical nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil
vapor extraction.

XJ1. OVERALL OBSERVATIONS

A. Implementation of the Remedy

Describe issues and observations relatmg to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as
designed. Begm with a brief statement of what the remedy is to accomplish (i.e., to contain contaminant
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emission, etc.).

5\!4’6"\ Yeocan NACL erkrackion mudn easiief M(\
AR m'?;)q%cb Bred - a swch r\f‘ec‘;\"e(‘ GenDund,

“the DI\ ¥+ Water % S¢Palator hag not heen alole.
o u)anL o] -y me-Hq m\& (\Q(‘r\c 4o \')&
(‘eo]a_c\zc\ \L)L-\l\o \c@qt(‘ u—[\u\'

B. Adequacy of O&M

Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy.

D-19
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C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high
frequency of unscheduled repairs, that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be
compromised in the future.

D. Opportunities for Optimization

Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy.

&S A Scussedl Pfeuouslyy.
'L-a.fser DWS '




Attachment 4

Granite City Drinking Water Ordinance #7529



STATE OF ILLINOIS .~ )
COUNTY OF MADISON )"
CITY OF GRANITE CITY )

| CERTIFICATION

I, JUDY 1. WHITAKER, Clty Clerk ofr' the Clty of Granite

City, Madison County, I]lmoxs, do hereby certify that the foreaomo pages.

constitute a true Ordxnance.No.M of said City, passed and approved on tlns

A |
/ 7 ~ day of % , /@ﬂ/ and the same ‘was sxgned and

appfoved by the Mayor of said’ City on the __/ 7

% L zaal

1 DO FURTHER CERTIFY that said Ordmance has been

spread at length upon the permanent records of saxd Clty, where it now

appears and remains in effect.

IN W'ITNESS WBEREOF I have hereunto set my hand and

affixed the seal of saxd City tlus sz’{ day of %
19 Zmz . -




ORDINANCE NO. ‘25 (2,3

AND ORDINANCE PROHIBITING THE USE OF GROUNDWATER AS A POTABLE
WATER SUPPLY BY THE INSTALLATION OR USE OF POTABLE WATER SUPPLY
- WELLS OR BY ANY OTHER METHOD

WHEREAS, certain properties in the City of Granite City, llinois, have been used over a
period of time for commercial/industrial 'purposes;. and
WHEREAS, because of said use, concentrations of certain chemical constituents in the
groundwater beneath the City may exceed Class I groundwater quality st;"mdards for potablle
. resource groundwafer as set forth in 35 Illinois Administrative Cc;de 620 or Tier | residential
remediation objectives as set forth in 35 Illinots Admuinistrative Code 742; and
| WHEREAS, the city of Granite City desires to limit potential threats to human health
from groundwater contamination whjle. facilitating the redevelopment and producti\.fe use of
properties that are the source of said chemical constituents.
g ’NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORbA]NED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
GRANITE CITY AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Use of Groundwater as potable water supply pfohibited. Except for such
- uses or method;s in existence before the effective date of this ordinance, tile use or attempt to use
as a potable water supply groundwater from withi'n.the corporaté limits of the City of Granite
City by the installation or drilling of wells or by any other method is hereby prohibitéd, including
at points of withdrawal by the City of Graxﬁtc City.
| Section 2. Penalties. Any person violating the provisions of this ordinance shall be -
subject to a fine of up to $750.00 for each viol,atiori, except that the City itself shall not be liable

under any circumstances.
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Section 3. Definitions. “Person” is any individual, partoership, co-partnership, firm
company, limifed liability company, corporation, éssociatio_n, joint stock company, trust, estate,
political subdivis‘ion, or any other legal entity, or their legal representatives, agents or assigns.

“Pdtable Water” is any water used for human or domgstic consumption, including, but
not limited to, water used for drinking, bathing, suﬁmming, washing dishes, or preparing foods.

Section 4. Mexﬁorandum of Understanding. As this Ordinance-abplies to the City of
Granite aCity, no Memorandum of Understanding is required.

Section 5. Repealer. All ordinances or parts of or&ina.nces in conflict with this
ordinance are hereby repealed insofar as they are in conflict with this ordinance.

Section 6. Severability. If any provision of this ordinance or its applicétion to any
person or under any circumstances is adjudged invalid, such adjudication shall not affect the
validity of the ordinance as a whole or of any portion not adjudged invalid.

) "-Section 7. Effective Date. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from an after

its passage approval and publication.as required by law. : d

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Granite City, lllinois, this _- / 2 day of .

4

APPROVED by the Mayor of the City of Granite City, lllinois, this ./ 7 _dayof

2001. |
(ot 10t

MAYOR

.2001.

Page 2 of 2






